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REMARXS/ARGI JKfF.NT ^ 
These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of November 18. 2m 
(Office Action). As this response i$ timely filed within the 3-month shortened statutcny 
period, no fej is believed due. 

In parigraph 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, 9, lit 
14, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being impatentable over U.S. ?stL\h. 
6.335,730 to Chow, et al. (Chow) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,424.945 to Sorsa (Sors8> 
In paragraph 3. the Examiner has rejected claims 3-7 and U- 1 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Chow in view of Sorsa and in fUrther view of U.S. Patent Nb. 
6.560,576 to Cohen, et al. (Cohen). In paragraph 4, the Examiner has rejected claim t 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(8) as being unpatentable ovcs- Chow in view of Sotsa in view of 
Cohen and m fiirther view of U.S. Patent No. 5.623,539 to Bassenyemukasa. et al. 
(BaasenyemniMsa). 

In response to the Office Action, Applicants have amended claims 1 and 9 te 
clarify that tie voice browser is provided by a voice server, that the application level 
component is provided by an application server communicatively linked to the voice 
server, and Uiat a telephony connection is esublished between the calling party, the 
conferenced party, and the voice browser computing element. These amendments aie 
supported by FIG. 1, items 215. 230. 235. and 240 and elsewhere throughout the 
specification. Applicants have also amended claims 2 and 10 to clarify that the 
application level component is a voice markup appUcation. as supported by FIG. 1, item 
240 and as supported throughout the specification. No new matter has been added 
responsive to these claim amendments. 

Prior to addressing the rejections on the <«t, it may be hclpfUI for the Applicants to 
clarify their claimed invention, focusing upon why it is distinct fiom the referenced art 



(FT25996l;n 



PAGE 8/16 * RCVD AT 211812005 5:48:34 PM [Eastern Standard rone] ' SVKUSPTO^-liS ' DNIS:87293II6 ' CSiD:S61659S313 ' DURATION (in!n-ss):04-32 



Appln.No. IC/003,789 
Amendment dated Feb. 18, 2005 
Reply to Office ncCon of Nov. 18, 2004 
Docket No. BOC9-200 1-0037 (280) 



and from ccmvenlional solutions. Applicants claim &nd teach a technology ^yhtveu 
additional caller can be added to an existing voice browsmg session by initiating m 
outbound call from within the voice browsing session to the additional caller. For 
example, a caJler involved in an automated IVR communication can conference si 
another cailcr to participate in the IVR session. Consequently, participants in a vow 
browsing session con conference additional callers at will using application levd 
components. That is. Applicants teach an extension to a voice-markup (like VoiceXML) 
progrftmminfi. environment. More specifically, AppUcants claimed teachings provide* 
technique involving inteUigem stream management to extend a voice-markiip 
programming environment to support dynamic multiparty calla. 

Chow teaches a method and system for using mobile telephony phones in 
conjunction with a wireless centrix service. Chow's teaohings are for the purpose of 
untetherlng communication systetns to physical lines and to communioste between 
wireless user-inteifiice devices (phones) located in one or more wlrdess cenlrix service, 
as noted at column 2, lines 15-20 and HQS lA-lC. The centrix service can include a 
conferencing feature. The centrix service relies upon conventional conferencing 
technologies end conventional switch-based hnplementation of the same. 

More specifically, die centrix service can include a conference call feature, as 
noted in the €leven lines between column 8, line 65 and column 9, line 8 of this one- 
hundred and ten cohimn patent, which does not provide specific details other than the 
switch based tichitecture upon which Chow depends on how a conference call feature is 
to be implcmc^ited. ChOw (despite its length) is silent with respect to voice browsers. 
Chow is further silent regarding the use of application level components in any fashion. 

Sorea dwlosea a method where usera can interact with an automated system (TVR) 
via a voice channel. Sorsa teaches a conventional means to use a voice browser to enable 
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a user to muxm with an automated system via voice input/output. The puiposc of Seasa 
is to teach t. solution for providing IVR services where accurate speech recognitioak 
achieved thiough a modest processing capability and memory resources, where 
speech recofinition uses grammars having a limited size, as noted by column 2. lines 25- 
55. Sorsa is jllent as to conference calling. 

Coher, discloses a voice browser for providing user-specific help. The purpose of 
Cohen IS 10 maintain a usage history to assist a user requesting help via an audiUe 
interface. Co tcn is sileni with respect to teleconferencing. 

Basseuyemukasa teaches a meUiod to utilize voice signal analysis to identify 
authorized users of a telephone system. The purpose of Bassenyemukasa is to prevent 
telephone related fiaud. as noted by column 2. lines 23. Bassenyemukasa is silent wiJh 
respect to teleconferencing. 

ApplicintS have outlined each referenced patent and its purpose in order to show 
that combining the references in the manner suggested is improper for 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
purposes. AppUcants note from MPEP 2143.01 that (1) the feet that iefei«nces can be 
combined or modified is not sufficient to establish a prima fecie obviousness and that (2) 
the act that tiie chinned invention is within the capabiUties of one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implemsnt is not sufficient by itself to establish prima facie obviousness. That is 
prior art mitst suggest the desirabiUty of a combinaUon before the combtaation is 
proper for 35 J.S.C. § 103(a) purposes. 

In other words, motivation to combine cannot include knowledge gleaned from 
the Applicant's am disclosure, as noted by In re McLaughlin, 443 F2d 1392 (CCPA 
171). Additi(.naay, the level of skill in the art cannot be relied upon to provide the 
suggestion to combine references, m noted by Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Tng.^ 174 F3d 
1308 (Fed. C« . 1999), Instead, in determining the propriety of the Patent Office case for 
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obviousness in the first instance, it is necessary to ascertain whether or not the refereoK^ 
teachings would appear to be sufllcient for one of ordinary slcill in the relevant art hawcg 
the reference before him to make the proposed substitution, combination, or oite 
modification, as noted bv In re Linter . 458 F.2d 1013, 1016 (CCPA 1972). 

The Examiner provided the following reasons or suggestions for combining tbeot 
in the present office action: 

* combining Chow and Sorsa "in order to conference additional oallera into m 
established voice browsing session within an application without relying upon hardware 
and saving on additional cost of hardware" from paragraph 2. 

* combining Chow and Sorsa and Cohen "to allow other participants in Ite 
conference r^fer to other participant by his or her associates identifier" from paragraph 3, 

* cotflbining Chow and Sorsa and Cohen and BaasenyemuJcasa because 
'*discriminati:ig whose voice in a conference or telephone conversation is desirable" from 
paragraph 4. 

Applicants note that none of these suggestions were presented within Chow, 
Sorsa, Cohen, and/or Bassenyemukasa. Further, none of the combinations proposed 
flirther the purpose of Chow (untethering phones from lines) , Sorsa (accurate ASR via 
small gramro jTS and limited resource ASR processing devices), Cohen (audible interface 
user help), aid/or Bassenyemukasa (voice analysis for enhianced security). Thus, no 
proper motivation to combine the references in the manner suggested has been provided 
to the Appliciints. 

Moreoi'er, it is believed that the attempted combinations hnpcrmissibly conflict 
with MPEP mles regarding reference combinations found in MPEP section 2143.01. 
Speclflcally, a proposed modification cannot render prior art unsatisfactoiy for its 
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intended purpose and (2) the proposed modification camiot change the principle 
operation of a reference. 

As noted at between column 8, line 65 and column 9, line 8 of Chow. Om 
teaches that a centrix system can utilize a conference bridge (hardware switch) to 
conference calls, in accordance with the architectures shown in FIG. lA-lC mA 
processes oi' FIG. 3-8 and 1 1-54. None of these architectures or processes teadi 
switching with application level components. Modifying the presented architecturt (JPKL 
lA-lC) as suggested by the Examiner while maintaining the nractlonally for which Chow 
Is presented i)rQcesses shown by FIGS. 3-8 and 1 1-54), would require Inventive acts not 
taught by Ckow, Sorsa. Cohen, or Bassenyemukasa nor obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art. Applicants are not aware of how such a ctmibination could be perfoimtd 
witiiout rendering one or wore of the processes shown by FIGS. 3-8 and 11-54 
inoperative. Further, to the Applicants knowledge a voice-markup prognunming 
environment (telephony network services provided via AIN type components) Is 
fundamentally dilferent tmi the architecture taught by Chow, which requires a PBX 
conferoicing bub (local hardware-level switching).. 

Ev&i tissuming such a modification were possible. It would definitely require tiie 
principle of dperation of Chow (hardware based conferencing involving a conference 
bridge and a WCS) to be changed, which is not permissible under MPEP 2 143.01 rules. 

Additionally, modifying Sorsa in a manner so that speech processing tasks arc 
performed wiing voice server 215 and application server 235 as claimed by the 
Applicants, v/ould render Sorsa unsatisfactoiy for its intended purpose (providing IVR 
services whe;* accurate speech recognition is achieved through a modest processing 
capability antl racmoiy resources, where the speech recognition uses grammars having a 
limited size). Appreciably, netw<uic level ASR involving a voice browser and speech 
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engines is « dialog turn-based structure requiring computing intensive equipment, m 
equipment having "modest processing capabilities'. From MPEP 2143.01. the ExanaMr 
is to weigh the suggestive power of Sorsa's teachings that conflict with the propcaid 
modification against the suggestive power of each reference, which in this case is we*if 
non-existent. 

Further yet. in asserting 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejections, each reference is to be 
considered "as a whole". Therefore from MPEP 2141.02, in deterniiping di£feren» 
between thti prior art and the claims, the question is not whether the differenca 
THEMSELA'ES (emphasis teom MPEP) would have been obvious, but whether flie 
claimed invsntion AS A WHOLE (emphasis from MPEP) would have been obvioBs. 
Consi4erins each of the references as a whole against the invention as a wholes it 
becomes evident that no common thread runs tiirough the invention and the citnl 
references ajier than the mere fact that all are within tiie field of telephony. Oiftttcat 
architectures, different technologies, and different purposes axe present In each. The onjy 
possible way to combine these references as suggested is to extract piecemeal segmentB 
from each out of context, utilizing the Applicants own disclosure as the guide for binding 
these extractsd segments. Sudi a piecemeal aggregaticm of steps is impermissible under 
MPEP 2141.02. 

For all of the above reasons, it is unproper to combine tea^ings of Chow with 
Soisa to rejeot claims 1, 2, 9, 10, 14, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). It is also improper 
to combme teachings of Chow, Sorsa, and Cohen to reject claims 3-7 and 1 1-13 under 35 
U.S.C. § 10}(a). Additionally, it is improper to combine teachings of Chow, Soisa, 
Cohen, and BassenyemuJcasa to reject claim under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Applicants 
respectfully lequcst the rejections to claims 1-16 be withdrawn on this t}asis. 
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Even though the Application should now be in a condition for allovvaiK^ 
Applicants shall take the opportunity to point out specific differences between 
claimed invontion and the reference art to show that the referenced art fails to explicilj' 
or implicitly teach each claimed limixation. 

Referring to claims 1 and 9, Chow fails to teach explicitly or implicit 
establishing a conference between a calling party and a voice browser provided by a 
voice server using an application level component provided by an application server. 

The Kxaminer concedes that Chow does not teach providing an apptication level 
component lor conferencing. Further, the Examiner concedes that Chow does not teach 
voice browsing* All Chow teaches is that a conference bridge (hardware switch) can 
confcrraco j: hones, which is contrary to the claimed limitation. 

Sor3a 9 teachings that a user can interact with a voice application using a mobile 
terminal failk to cure the deficienciea of Chow. As Chow requires a conference bridge (in 
a PBX and not within a telephony network element like the voice browser 120 of Soisa) 
the references cannot be combined to teach a fimctional conferencing methodology 
involving tho voice browser. 

At very least. Chow and Sorsa combined fail to teach explicitly or implicitly the 
claimed limitation of establishing a conference between a calling party and a voice 
browser provided by a voice server using an application level component provided by an 
application server. Accordingly^ the rejections to claims 1 and 9 and claims dependant 
upon them (claims 1-5 and 9-15) should be withdrawn* which action is respectfully 
requested. 

Refer ing to claims 2 and 10, Applicants claim the step of conferencing using an 
application l^vel component that is a voice mailcup application, which is not explicitly or 
implicitly laiight by Chow, Sorsa, or a combination thereof. 
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Referring to claim 6, Applicants claim a call processing system with cooferenci3Jg 
capabilities, u voice data stream manager, and a voice browser. The Examiner has fails3 
to conv^ how each of these three claimed components Sire obvious in light of fi« 
provided reforences, That is, no references from the cited art have been provided as 
teaching thes* claimed components. Applicants respectfully request that the reasoniig 
for the rcijec ion be clarified and the Applicants be given an opportunity to respond i» 
these clarified grounds of rqection, or that the rejections to claim 6 and its depended 
claims be wi Jidrawn. 

To ehborate upon the Applicants' confbsion, Applicants note that in the OfSoe 
Action, the lixaniiner states that claim 6 is rejected on the same bases as claim 1, which 
does not have equivalent limitations. The architecture of Chow admittedly fails to 
include a vciice browser. The architecture of Sorsa fails to Include a call processing 
system witli conferencing c^abilities. Fuilber. Chow and Sorsa haye different 
architectures. 

Assuming the conferencing bridge of Chow is supposed to be combined with the 
Voice Browier of Sorsa in some fashion to achieve the limitations of claim 6, Applicants 
note that tb<ac two components are technologically incompatible (A PBX conferencing 
bridge and i\n AIN voice browser) cannot function together, at least not in accordance 
with the Machines of Chow and Sorsa. Accordingly, neither Chow, Sorsa. Of 
combinations thereof teach a voice browser configured to provide said single voice data 
stream " Oijgregated using another component taught by neither Chow nor Sorsa> to the 
called party <conferenced in by a component not taught or suggested by Sorsa>". 

In summary, Applicants have shown that the claimed limitations of independent 
claims 1, 6. and 9 have not been explicitly or implicitly taught by Chow, Sorsa, Cohen, 
Bassenyemukasa, or combinations thereof. Applicants have further shown that no proper 
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motivation exist lo combine any of the references with one another, in the mzmsx 
suggested hy the Examiner. Applicants have also shown tliat attempts to combine idis 
references in the manner suggested would both render the references unsatisfactory fcr 
their intended purposes and would alter the principles upon which the references operate. 
For each of these above reasons. Applicants respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C ( 
103(a) rejections to claims M6 be withdrawn. 

In light of the reasons presented above, Applicants believe that this appllcatitmis 
now in full condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. AppHcads 
request that the Examiner call the undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter 
within this Amendment, or if the ]&nminer believes a telephone interview would 
expedite the prosecution of fhe subject application to complraon. 
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RespectftiUy submitted. 
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